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CHAPTER ONE

OVERALL INTRODUCTION

Background on Commission

The Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE), an independent advisory agency, was created by Public
Law 94-304, signed June 3, 1976. The legislation, sponsored
by Rep. Millicent Fenwick and Sen. Clifford P. Case,
"authorized and directed the Commission to monitor the acts
of the signatories which reflect compliance with or violation
of the articles of the Final Act of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe, with particular regard to the provi-
sions relating to Cooperation in Humanitarian Fields."

Chaired by Rep. Dante B, Fascell and co-chaired by Sen.
Claiborne Pell, the Commission is composed of six members of
the Senate, six members of the House of Representatives and
one member each from the Departments of State, Defense and
Commerce.

Commission's Record on Domestic Compliance

The leaders of 33 East and West European nations, Canada
and the United States, met in Helsinki, Finland, in August of
1975 to sign the CSCE Final Act. The comprehensive document
contains numerous cooperative measures aimed at improving East-
West relations. Equally important is the pledge each partici-
pating nation made to respect human rights and fundamental free-
doms of its citizens. While the Final Act is not a legally
binding agreement, it has, as former President Gerald Ford
pointed out prior to his departure for the Helsinki summit,
"important moral and political ramifications."

The Commission has continuously monitored the implementa-
tion record of the U.S. as well as the records of other
countries which signed the Final Act. Previous Commission
reports have assessed the U.S. compliance effort and made
reconmendations to improve it. The Commission's first major
compliance report -- "Implementation of the Final Act of the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe: Findings and
Recommendations Two Years After Helsinki" -- contains an even
balance of recormendations for domestic and foreign action.
Through its hearings on a variety of CSCE subjects and through
contacts with a wide range of private groups and individuals,
the Commission has maintained a continuing interest in the U.S.
compliance record.



Origins of this Report

In addition to its routine monitoring of U.S. performance,
the Commission felt a major study devoted exclusively to evalua-
tion of the U.S. record of compliance with the Helsinki accords
was needed for several reasons. The first reason stems from
the results of the first CSCE review meeting held at Belgrade,
Yugoslavia, from October of 1977 to March of 1978. At Belgrade,
the U.S. took a strong stand in favor of compliance with all
the provisions of the Final Act, especially in the area of human
rights. The head of the U.S. delegation at Belgrade, Justice
Arthur Goldberg, repeatedly called for an honest accounting
by all participants. At the same time, he candidly acknowledged
U.S. shortcomings and urged open discussion concerning the
records of all 35 CSCE states. Several participants resisted
charging the U.S. with posturing and claiming that such an
examination would be tantamount to interference in internal
affairs -- allegedly in violation of Principle VI of the Final
Act. However, as the meeting progressed, there was growing
support for the concept that the obligations of each CSCE state
were the legitimate concern of all the others. Even the
staunchest critics of this idea, while continuing to ignore
criticisms of their own performance, eventually undermined their
own argument by directing highly polemical attacks against the
U.S. record. The Commission felt that to insure the long-term
success of the CSCE process, the U.S. should make a special
effort in the post-Belgrade period to demonstrate its good faith
by taking an honest, comprehensive look at its own performance.

A second reason for this report is the growing interest in
U.S. CSCE implementation of private civil rights and other
groups in the United States. Since the Belgrade meeting at
least two private Helsinki Watch organizations have been formed,
one in New York and one in Washington, D.C. Both have ties to
a number of prominent civil rights groups. These organizations,
which are really U.S. counterparts to such groups of private
citizens as the beleaguered Helsinki Monitors in the Soviet
Union and the Charter '77 in Czechoslovakia, devote considerable
effort to monitoring U.S. compliance with the Helsinki Final
Act, especially in the area of human rights. Other private
groups with a more peripheral interest in CSCE also have
shown increasing interest in the U.S. implementation record.

President Jimmy Carter's strong interest in seeing that the

U.S. maintains and improves upon a record of compliance second
to none is a third reason for this report. 1In his semi-annual
reports to the Commission, the President has repeatedly called
for renewed efforts to strengthen U.S. implementation. To
provide additional force to his words, President Carter, in
December of 1978, took the unprecedented step of directing some
20 federal agencies to cooperate closely with the Commission



and the Department of State in monitoring and encouraging U.S.
compliance with the Final Act.

Preparation of this Report

The Commission assigned a major portion of its staff and
resources to examining the U.S. record. Lacking detailed know-
ledge in many of the specialized areas covered by the Final Act,
the staff was obliged to turn to outside expertise. The Com-
mission was assisted by a wide range of government agencies
whose responsibilities are related to fulfilling the promises
of the Final Act. The Commission also contacted a number of
reputable private organizations with interest in, and knowledge
about, various Final Act provisions. In April of 1979, the
Commission held three days of hearings on domestic compliance
and called as witnesses representatives from the two Helsinki
Watch organizations and high-level officials of several key
government agencieés. These hearings provided valuable informa-
tion for the report.

Statements submitted by private organizations and
individuals about alleged human rights violations in the U.S.
have been another source for our efforts to monitor the Final
Act. These cover a broad spectrum of complaints ranging from
charges of unfair personnel practices at the State Department
and the Library of Congress to accusations concerning political
and economic persecution and police harassment. The Commission
detailed many of these in the report while other charges were
reviewed directly with the parties involved.

Framework of the Report

The report evaluates in detail U.S. implementation of the
Final Act by responding to allegations of U.S. shortcomings
from other signatories and private groups and by giving an
account of positive achievements in both the governmental and
private spheres. Particularly close scrutiny was used in
examining U.S. compliance with the human rights provisions of
Principle VII -- civil and political as well as economic and
social areas. The U.S. record in this area has been frequently
criticized.

During Commission hearings, CSCE Chairman, Rep. Dante B.
Fascell, pointed out the significant difference between the U.S.
effort and that of other countries, "this is the first time that
any of the 35 Helsinki states has taken a thorough, objective
look at its own performance record, taking into account criti-
cism by other CSCE signatories and private domestic monitoring
groups." In contrast, other reports have been generally self-
serving accounts, purporting to show how well a particular
country has implemented the Final Act but ignoring outside crit-



icism. The Commission feels, however, that each CSCE country
is responsible to the others for its implementation record.

This report follows the structure of the Final Act by
discussing, in order, each major section or "basket" of the
Act. Basket I deals with questions relating to security in
Europe which includes Human Rights; Basket II, economic and
scientific cooperation; Basket III, cooperation in humanitarian
and other fields.

Sources of Criticism

The main sources of criticism used in this report were
the comments made by other CSCE countries at the Belgrade review
meeting and in their press and publications. The comments of
U.S. domestic groups and individuals also have been included.
Because many accusations are repeated in several sources, no
attempt has been made to acknowledge each and every source but
only to address the accusations made. Furthermore, while the
report attempts to respond to all the criticism that has come
to our attention, there are instances where the nature of the
criticism was so vague or so patently propagandistic that a
response was either impossible or unwarranted. Nevertheless,
our general policy was to take most criticisms seriously and
to respond to them in the same vein.

In addition to press comment and statements made by
CSCE states, some of the sources for this report were the
following:

Look Homeward, Jimmy Carter
The State of Human Rights, USA
Prepared by the Communist Party, USA - October, 1978

USA - The Secret War Against Dissidents
Novosti Press Agency - Moscow, 1978

Bourgeois Democracy and Human Rights
USSR Academy of Sciences - Moscow, 1978

Report of the Helsinki Human Rights Compliance
Committee of the United States - San Francisco, 1978

Further, the Commission has relied extensively on the
statements and other materials submitted by the two Helsinki
Watch groups at the April domestic compliance hearings.



General Guidelines

When reading and evaluating the report, certain general
guidelines used in its preparation should be taken into
account.

-- Neither the U.S. nor other signatories can be held
responsible for violations which occurred prior to the signing
of the Final Act. The report does not address pre-Helsinki
developments except as necessary for reasons of continuity.

-- Only criticisms which fall under the provisions of the
Final Act and which relate to the 35 signatory countries have
been considered. No matter how we may feel personally about
other alleged injustices, the mandate of the Commission is
restricted solely to monitoring implementation of the Helsinki
accords. At the same time, we have adopted a liberal interpre-
tation of the language of the Final Act and have included some
subjects which arguably could be excluded. By the same token,
certain areas of criticism have been excluded as not falling
under the terms of the Final Act. For example, the report does
not address the problems of foreign migrant workers because
the Final Act clearly refers to such workers only in the context
of movements between CSCE countries in Europe. Likewise, the
difficult and growing problem of illegal aliens in the U.S. is
not treated because there is no apparent basis for it in the
Final Act. The Commission maintains an open mind on these ques-
tions and is prepared to revise its views on the basis of
convincing evidence to the contrary.

-- In evaluating U.S. performance, the report operates
on the principle that the Final Act does not demand or expect
instantaneous compliance with every provision. Instead, the
participating countries regard compliance as a long-term process
of gradual improvement. Consequently, trends toward greater
or less compliance are more important than a given situation
in a particular area.

-- In evaluating U.S. implementation we have relied to
a great extent on information from federal agencies whose
responsibilities generally or specifically related to Final
Act compliance.

-- The report focuses on U.S. compliance efforts and
deliberately avoids comparisons with other CSCE states except
in a few instances to provide perspective.

-- The report treats the U.S. as responsible for compliance
with United Nations human rights covenants referred to in the
Final Act even though the U.S. has signed but not ratified these
covenants and therefore is not legally bound by them.



-- Because problems faced by minority groups such as blacks
and Hispanics occur in a wide range of areas, questions raised
about them are covered in a number of sections of the report.
These include political participation, persons in confinement,
health, education, employment and housing.

-- American Indians have been discussed separately for
two reasons. First, the Commission received a great deal of
criticism from foreigr sources about the status of Indians
in the United States. 3econd, while Indians are a racial
minority, Indian tribes are also recognized in the U.S.
Constitution as distinct political entities.

-- The report also contains a separate section on women
because they represent a majority of the U.S. population --
51.3 percent -- yet still have not been accorded many of the
same rights which men have long taken for granted.

-- Limited time and resources have obliged the Commission
to concentrate primarily on criticisms which were brought to
its attention,

Purposes of the Report

The Commission has three main purposes in preparing this
report. First, it hopes to demonstrate the good faith of the
U.S. in assessing its Helsinki implementation record in light of
criticisms from other CSCE countries and domestic critics.
Second, the Commission hopes to stimulate honest implementa-
tion evaluations by other CSCE states and thus to lay the
groundwork for real progress prior to the next review meeting
at Madrid in 1980. Finally, the Commission hopes to encourage
improved compliance by the United States. Although the Commis-
sion agrees with President Carter that the U.S. record is very
good, additional discussion and interaction between responsible
government agencies and interested private organizations is a
necessary prerequisite to greater progress.

Judging from the past record, we fully expect that parts of
this report will be used by certain other CSCE participants
to criticize and attack the United States in an effort to divert
attention from or avoid discussion of their own lack of com-
pliance. This has been the standard technique employed by
certain countries in their propaganda over the years. The
Commission is prepared to accept this tactic. We believe that
the openness of U.S. society, as exemplified by this report,
is a strength which transcends any possible advantage which
others may hope to gain from it.



Finally, the Commission wishes to express appreciation
to all who cooperated in the preparation of this report.
Monitoring U.S. compliance with the Helsinki Final Act will
be a continuing Commission priority.

The Commission welcomes comments and suggestions on the
report.



CHAPTER TWO

SECURITY IN EUROPE

INTRODUCTION - BASKET 1

The first section or "Basket" of the Helsinki Final Act,
entitled "Questions Relating to Security in Europe,”™ includes
a Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations Between Partici-
pating States. A document on confidence building measures
enumerates ways to strengthen confidence among the states and
thus contribute to increasing stability and security in Europe.

The 10 Principles in the declaration are general restate-
ments of accepted, normal international behavior, consistent
with international law. The first six Principles in particular
-- Sovereign Equality, Refraining from the Threat or Use of
Force, Inviolability of Frontiers, Territorial Integrity of
States, Peaceful Settlement of Disputes, and Non-Intervention
in Internal Affairs -- are straightforward reaffirmations of
what have long been accepted norms of international relations.
Other principles -- notably Principle VII, Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms; Principle VIII, Equal Rights and Seif-
Determination of Peoples; and Principle IX, Cooperation Among
States -- are more complex. Unlike the others, these principles
require a country to take positive, specific actions to bring
about their implementation.

It has been U.S. policy to insist on the primary and equal
significance of all the Principles, as set forth in the Final
Act, and to resist any effort to invest the Principles with
special political importance or to set them above the rest of
the Final Act. The U. S. and the nations of Western Europe
have also placed great stress on the section of the preamble
to the Declaration of Principles which underlines that the 10
Principles guiding relations among states should be applied
equally to all participating states without regard to their
political, economic or social systems, oOr their size, geograph-
ical location or level of economic development. In other words,
the U.S. Government has viewed the Declaration of Principles
as a code of conduct guiding relations with all the partici-
pating states, not simply with friends and allies.

From the beginning, the Soviet Union and the East European
states have interpreted and emphasized the Principles different-
ly from the West. The entire Declaration, particularly its
first four Principles, has been portrayed by the Soviets as
+he focal point of the entire Final Act, amounting in their
view to a quasi-peace treaty ratifying post-World War II borders
in Europe. '



The general nature of most of these Principles makes it
difficult to measure affirmative implementation action. Some
Principles, notably numbers I, VI and X (Fulfillment in Good
Faith of Obligations Under International Law), are implemented
daily in the course of normal diplomatic dealings. Others,
especially VII, basically reinforce already existing commitments
to internationally accepted standards of behavior. Given the
attention that CSCE states have devoted to Principle VII, it
will receive special treatment in a separate section of this
report.

PRINCIPLES

Principles I, I, III, IV, V and VI

At various times, individual CSCE states have accused the
U.S. of violating one or more of Principles I through VI. The
fundamental theme running through the allegations is the conten-
tion that the U.S., in one way or another, interfered in the
political, economic and social systems of other countries
including its allies. Often this criticism has focused on
alleged efforts to prevent European states from evolving peace-
fully from capitalism to socialism and especially to communism.

In making these allegations, critics frequently charge
the U.S. has violated some provision of the Final Act. This
tactic appears to be a propaganda too! because, in many
instances, the provisions of the Final Act are not involved
at all. For example, recently the Soviet press seized on a
study by the private Brookings Institute to allege that the
U.S. had repeatedly violated Principle Il by threatening to
use force in its relations with other countries. Whatever the
merit of these charges, the accusation conveniently ignored
the fact that all the material cited in the Brookings study
predates the signing of the Final Act. In a similar vein, the
U.S. has been censured for threatening to use force against
Uganda, Angola and Zaire, and for blatant interference in the
post-Shah developments in Iran and Afghanistan. Again, the
truth of these allegations aside, they clearly are not covered
under the Final Act which is restricted to the territory of
the 35 signatories.

Other allegations of U.S. violation of one or more of
Principles I through VI at least have a better foundation in
the Final Act even if the allegations themselves are unsubstan-
tiated. In this category are charges that the U.S. has inter-
vened in the elections and other areas of internal affairs in
two CSCE states, Portugal and Spain, in violation of Principle
VI. The same accusation has been made with respect to Italy,
where the "undisguised pressure” of the U.S. allegedly aims
at keeping the Communist Party out of power. What the authors



of these charges neglect to say is that none of the countries
involved has itself alleged U.S. intervention in its internal
affairs. Furthermore, there is no substantiated outside
evidence offered to support such claims.

In another area, some SOurces have accused the U.S. of
pressuring other NATO governments to increase their budgets
to help finance an early warning system for NATO, hardly a
violation of the Final Act, even if true. Nor is the presence
of U.S. bases on NATO soil a violation of the Helsinki Final
Act, contrary to charges.

Frequently, critics charge that the U.S. violated one
of the Principles when dealing with the Soviet bloc. It is
claimed that official U.S. refusal to recognize the incorpora-
tion of the three Baltic States into the Soviet Union, and
governmental sponsorship of a "captive nations week," violate
the principle of territorial integrity of the Soviet Union.
In continuing its policy of non-recognition of the forcible
incorporation of the Baltic States, the United States has been
guided by basic principles of international discourse which
have become fundamental principles of the Final Act, particular-
ly the territorial integrity of states, the sovereign equality
and individuality of states, refraining from the threat or use
of force, inviolability of frontiers and equal rights and self-
determination of peoples. In particular, the final sentence
of Principle IV, Territorial Integrity of States, which states
that no occupation or acquisition will be recognized as legal
can and should be interpreted to refer not oniy to present or
future occupations, but also to those which may have been taken
in the past. President Ford emphasized this point at the time
of the signing of the Helsinki Final Act, when he declared that
nthe United States has never recognized the Soviet incorporation
of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia and is not doing so now. Our
official policy of nonrecognition is not affected by the results
of the European Security Conference."

Repeated references are also made to the "aggressive
designs" of the U.S. and NATO, with the maintenance of U.S.
military bases and troops in Europe interpreted as an effort
to pressure the Soviets and their allies by surrounding their
borders with military forces. However, U.S. military presence
in Western Europe is not specifically proscribed in the Final
Act and is merely symptomatic of the unsettled status of East-
West relations, a condition which hopefully will be resolved
through further implementation of CSCE provisions.

In signing the Final Act, the U.S. as well as all the other

participating CSCE states reconfirmed political principles to
guide efforts for a more secure world. As far as the Commission
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has ascertained, U.S. relations with the other European signa-
tory states have clearly reflected adherence to these princi-
ples. There is no evidence to show that the U.S. has failed

to respect the sovereignty of any other signatory state, nor

has it been demonstrated that the U.S. in any way has threatened
or used force against the frontiers or territorial integrity

-of any state in Europe since the signing of the Final Act.

Allegations such as those made about U.S. military presence
in, or pressure on, Western Europe are equally spurious and un-
related to the Final Act. The U.S. is a member of a military
alliance together with 13 nations in Europe plus Canada. Its
cooperation with them in the military field is strictly governed
not only by the rules of the alliance but also by a whole¢
complex of bilateral treaties and agreements. Activities which
take place, military or otherwise, on the territories of any
NATO country occur with the full agreement and knowledge of
all the countries concerned.

Allegations of violations of Principle VI, Non-Intervention
in Internal Affairs, have also been raised in another context.
The Eastern countries have repeatedly cited this Principle when
complaining about alleged Western, especially U.S., preoccupa-
tion with the human rights provisions of the Final Act. Western
concern with alleged Soviet and East European violations of the
human rights Principle (VII) and the human contacts and informa-
tion provisions of Basket III, it is argued, amounts to overt
interference in Soviet and East European domestic affairs.

It has long been the U.S. and Western position that the
language of Principle VI on non-intervention in internal affairs
clearly is aimed at armed intervention and terrorism and does
not preclude questions concerning the fulfillment of commitments
by the signatory states.

For the U.S., the experience since the signing of the Final
Act has vividly demonstrated that respect for human rights and
fundamenta! freedoms, set forth in Principle VII, has become
a legitimate subject for diplomatic discourse. The Soviets
themselves, at the CSCE Belgrade review meeting, gave at least
tacit support for this idea by raising questions about alleged
political prisoners in the U.S. Furthermore, it is generally
accepted that human rights, embodied in such documents as the
United Nations Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and the Final Act, have become an accepted topic of
international concern. Consequently, there is a broad and
growing international consensus that a state now has a general
right to raise questions about the fulfillment by another state
of international commitments which both have undertaken.

Il



Principle V

Peaceful Settlement of Disputes

Principle V, while directly linked in nature and intent
with the first four Principles, deserves separate attention
for it was the subject of a special meeting of experts, held
in Montreux, Switzerland, from October 31 through December 11,
1978. The meeting, mandated by the Belgrade conference and
the Final Act, was organized to pursue the examination and
elaboration of a method for peaceful settlement of disputes.
The Montreux meeting marked the continuation of an effort begun
in the Basket I Committee during the Geneva phase of the CSCE
negotiations. While no substantive progress towards a peaceful
settlement scheme was made at Madrid, participating states were
able to agree to a statement of principles setting forth the
basis of a common approach to the problem. Negotiators also
recommended to their governments that they consider at the
Madrid review meeting the possibility of convening another
meeting of experts to continue work on the subject.

The U.S. and the other Western nations have traditionally
subscribed to the tenet that states should use all means at
their disposal, including negotiations, inquiry, mediation,
conciliation, arbitration and judicial settlement to resolve
their disputes by peaceful means. At the Montreux meeting,
the U.S. strongly supported this approach to peaceful settle-
ment. Even though the narrower, more restrictive views of
certain other CSCE states limited the progress achieved, the
prospects for development of a broad, generally-accepted method
are still alive.

Principle VIII

Equal Rights and Self-Determination of Peoples

The United States was founded on the principle of self-
determination of peoples. As a nation of immigrants, most of
its population is derived from the European backgrounds of most
of the other participating states. Many Amer icans also came
from African and Asian backgrounds. These diverse peoples and
their descendants today are able to maintain their links with
their places of origin as well as to express their ethnic
interests and ethnic awareness through a wide variety of asso-
ciations and organizations throughout the U.S.

The U.S. has not, however, been immune to criticisms
related to Principle VIII. These relate primarily to the status
of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and of the United Nations
strategic trust known as the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands (Micronesia) over which the United States has adminis-
tering authority. In international forums, critics have alleged

12



that the U.S. has refused to permit the peoples of the Common-
wealth and the Trust Territory to exercise their rights of self-
determination to become independent. The wording of the Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political Rights clearly states
that people may be considered to be self-determining if they
have the right to determine freely their political status and

to freely pursue their economic, social and cultural develop-
ment. According to this definition, independence is consistent
with the concept of self-government, but is not the only form
that self-government may take. The evidence shows that the
majority of the people living in Puerto Rico and Micronesia

do not seek independence. Instead, they have opted for alterna-
tive forms of self-government -- namely, commonwealth and free
association status.

Puerto Rico: The Commonweal th

Puerto Rico's status has become a problem. It has existed
as a U.S. commonwealth since 1952, an arrangement which at the
time was overwhelmingly accepted by the people of that island.
Under this arrangement, Puerto Ricans elect their own government
but do not vote for the President, Vice-President or Members
of Congress, nor do they pay federal income taxes. A 1953 U.N.
resolution confirmed this status, concluding .that Puerto Rico
was self-governing, and that the U.S. would no longer have to
make reports on the island to the U.N. Committee on Information
from Non-Self-Governing Territories. The commonwealth system,
as adopted, represented a middle ground between statehood and
independence. From the beginning, however, it was apparent
that the formula had built-in limitations, resulting from
uncertainty as to the degree of actual autonomy and the precise
areas of Puerto Rican jurisdiction.

A joint U.S.-Puerto Rico Status Commission created in 1964
to deal with the continuing problem of status recommended a
plebiscite on the question in 1967. Voters for commonwealth
status received 60 percent of the vote and statehood received
38.9 percent. Those desiring independence totaled less than
| percent. Although Puerto Ricans indicated an overwhelming
preference for continued commonwealth status, it should be noted
that only 65.9 percent of the electorate on this occasion voted
as compared to a more usual 80 percent turnout.

Since 1967, no further referendum has been held. In the
meantime, the status of Puerto Rico has become a matter of con-
cern to many former colonies and certain other countries, which
have alleged that Puerto Rico, despite its commonwealth status,
remains, in fact, a colony of the U.S. For more than a decade,
efforts have been made in the U.N. Decolonization Committee
to add Puerto Rico to the list of territories which "have still
not obtained their independence."

13



Partially in an effort to respond to this colonialism
charge, President Gerald R. Ford, in December of 1976, sug-
gested that the possibility of statehood should be reconsider-
ed. This suggestion contributed to the already heated debate
between those advocating continuing commonwealth status and
those proposing statehood. Additionally, in the past few years
there has been increased support by Puerto Ricans for either
statehood or independence. Pro-statehood sentiment in general
seems to be on the rise on the island as the best way to deal
with growing economic and political difficulties.

Given the divisions in Puerto Rican sentiment, President
Carter, in July of 1978, stressed his support for Puerto Rican
self-determination. He pledged that whatever status Puerto
Ricans choose, "it will be yours." To give impetus to the drive
for self-determination, a new plebiscite is scheduled for 1981
in which the choices will include statehood, modified common-
wealth status or independence.

Whatever the outcome of the status debate, the United
States and Puerto Rico will likely remain closely connected.
While Puerto Rico has remained close to its Latin American
roots, it has become heavily intertwined with U.S. society
over the past 75 years. An estimated two million people born
in Puerto Rico or of Puerto Rican descent live in the 50 states
and more than a million American citizens, both Puerto Rican
and non-Puerto Rican, travel between the island and the mainland
each year. Trade between the mainland and Puerto Rico now equals
more than $5.6 billion a year. To help Puerto Rico overcome
its present economic difficulties, President Carter has recently
appointed an interagency task force, headed by the Secretary
of Commerce, to examine ways to spur economic recovery. In
announcing the Committee, the President emphasized that it will
not deal with the status question. This will remain an issue
for the Puerto Rican people themselves to resolve.

Micronesia: The Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands

The U.S. administration of the U.N. stragetic trust, the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands (Micronesia) -- the only
remaining trusteeship of the 11 originally created by the U.N.
—_ is covered in the Helsinki Final Act under Principle VIII
on Equal Rights and Self-Determination of Peoples, and Principle
X on Fulfillment in Good Faith of Obligations Under Inter-
national Law.

Administering authority over the Trust Territory --
consisting of three major archipelagoes: the Marianas, the
Marshalls and the Caroline- -- was put in U.S. hands in 1947
following World War Il by r :ans of a Trusteeship Agreement with
the United Nations. The Trusteeship Agreement with the United
States sets forth four major goals for the U.S. to pursue in
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